Le edizioni del poema di Serlone di Bayeux sulla presa di Bayeux nel 1105 contengono un gran numero di errori. Le edizioni più importanti sono state realizzate da Wright e Brial ; di conseguenza, esse saranno esaminate nel presente articolo. Dopo aver fornito esempio di un errore di Wright, determinato probabilmente dalla cattiva interpretazione di una glossa, evidenzierò alcuni dei diversi tipi di errori commessi da Brial. In seguito analizzerò gli errori comuni ai due editori proponendo qualche soluzione. Ini ne poi, tratterò di un problema non ancora risolto.
Introduction
No current edition of Serlo of Bayeux's poem on the capture of Bayeux is free from textual errors in the Latin. Some of these can be traced back to scribal errors in the manuscript, whilst others are due to subsequent editors. I will show why some readings are impossible or unlikely and attempt to suggest solutions to these problems 1 . By illustrating the dei ciencies of the editions currently available, I hope to provide some justii cation for a new edition of Serlo's poetry, a project on which I am currently working with Edoardo D'Angelo and Marie-Agnès Lucas-Avenel 2 . I will give examples even of minor errors in current editions in order to provide an indication of the mistakes that mar them.
h e poem is found in only one manuscript (BL Cotton Vitellius A. xii, fols. 110v-112v), in which it is introduced by the following rubric: Incipiunt uersus Serlonis de capta Baiocensium ciuitate . It is part of a short booklet (fols. 109-135) that was written c . 1200 and contains poems from the late XI th and early XII th centuries 3 . h e hand is protogothic (though various other names, e.g. pregothic, have been proposed) 4 : angularity is visible in, for example, the forms of r , m , n and o ; the shat of a is generally vertical; f and half-uncial (long and straight) s stand on the baseline; half-uncial s is the usual form, but uncial s is occasionally to be found in i nal position in short, abbreviated words 5 ; both the uncial and half-uncial (upright) forms of d occur; there are two forms of r ; both tironian et and the ampersand appear; abbreviations are relatively frequent, including 9 for con , s; for sed , ÷ for est , c ̄ for cum and n ̄ for non ; de is found with the e attached to the top of an uncial d , a XII th century development 6 ; the general abbreviational mark is a superscript line that curves upwards on the right; the i nal downward stroke of h turns towards the let ; ct and st are ligatured; minims have feet that hook upwards and to the right in a i ne stroke; there is little evidence of biting; the punctuation marks found are the punctus (.) level with the baseline, the punctus versus (;), the punctus elevatus and (with a similar form) the punctus interrogativus; red and green are used for initials; damage to the top of each leaf makes it impossible to see whether the scribe has written above or below the top line 7 . Wright's error is easily explained by an examination of the manuscript, which presents the following text (which I have redrawn):
15. van Houts 2013, p. 81-85. 16 . van Houts 2013 , p. 86-105. 17. Rigg 1977 , p. 115. 18. Wright 1872 , p. 251. 19. Böhmer 1897 Clearly doni is written by the scribe as a gloss introduced by an abbreviation for uel . Since uel doni was able to replace tunicae quoque without making the line metrically impossible, tunicae quoque was replaced in the transcription provided to Wright.
It is odd, however, for the general term ( doni ) to be used to gloss the specii c term ( tunicae ). h e reverse would be more common, since tunicae explains what the doni is. h e sense would also be improved by having dantis contrasted with doni . Perhaps Serlo wrote doni quoque , at er which doni was glossed as tunicae ; the scribe of the Cotton manuscript could then have swapped the positions of doni and tunicae . h e comment by Wright interestingly suggests that he did not examine the manuscript himself. Presumably he was relying on the report of someone else: when he examined their transcription, he was not able to be sure that it was incorrect, since he could not examine the manuscript himself. Doubting the text, he therefore added a comment in order to indicate that he did not entirely believe the transcription.
Errors in Brial's editions
Since the failings of Wright's editions are already well known, I turn now to some of the errors in the editions by Brial. . Firstly, the elision in this position in the line is unparalleled in the rest of the poem. In fact the only other clear example of elision is in line 141 ( quando est multorum conuersio facta uirorum , "when the conversion of many men was accomplished") 21 . Given how rare elision is in this poem it would be wise to be sceptical about line 81. Secondly, it is worth noting that the elision in 81 af ects the i nal syllable of gesta , which forms the rhyme with honesta . Should we therefore emend this line? In fact emendation is unnecessary, because an examination of the manuscript reveals that et was not present in the i rst place. h ere is, however, a punctuation mark between gesta and potior : obviously this mark was misread as an abbreviation for et . Böhmer sees that the elision here is problematic and that et needs to be deleted, but clearly does not know that the manuscript does not have et
22
. h e text as it stands makes perfect sense: 20 . h e dif erence in vowel length ( gestā … honestă ) is not a problem. Rhymes such as uultĭs … multīs and prōnus … bŏnus are perfectly acceptable in Leonine hexameters: see Rigg 1992, p. 315 and Strecker 1968, p. 76. 21 . h ere is another example (275 o armis ), but I believe that this should be emended (see below).
On 
(iii)
I will now examine examples of metrically-impossible readings in Brial.
Brial 50 pulsabatque fores, ut… interiores 51 depraedaretur, si copia forte daretur.
In a note he suggests that recessus could i ll the gap in the manuscript 25 ; recessus is repeated in later works, but does not scan and so must be abandoned.
--| -⏑ ⏑ | -⏑ ⏑ | --| -⏑ ⏑ | --50 pulsabatque fores, ut recessus interiores h is would only scan if ut were treated as short before r-, which is not possible. h e blank space in the manuscript at er ut is approximately 11 letters and/or spaces wide. h is could be i lled by a word approximately nine letters in length, preceded and followed by a space. h is would i ll the gap, but there is nothing to guarantee that only one word has been lost, or indeed that the gap is the same size as whatever appeared in Serlo's original text. h ere is little that can be done beyond the suggestion of a metrically-suitable conjecture that 23. " Mendose scripta vox; sed quomodo corrigenda ut consonet ultimis versus syllabis uri ? forte sacraturi." ( Brial 1833, p. xciv (v)
225 pace caret uenter; pugnat is indesinenter Note that indesinenter (which Böhmer supports) cannot be correct 29 , since a cretic cannot occur in any position in a hexameter:
Clearly pugnat is would be metrically impossible in the position in which it appears. Once again, we have transcription errors: ms 225 pace caret uenter, pugnans indei cienter "(Until it purges itself, just as so heavy a load urges,) my stomach lacks peace, i ghting incessantly" 
(x)
In line 198 the metre shows that something is missing:
198 huius odore me paene uomendo rigaui,
Brial cleverly reads odore graui me and by the simple addition of graui restores the metre and the rhyme:
198 huius odore graui me paene uomendo rigaui,
His solution is elegant because it is easy to see how a scribe would miss graui in line 198 due to the appearance of granis in the line above it (line 197): Brial 196 nescio si nostis; sed ego noui, quia, tostis 197 compositus granis, uix transit guttura panis. 198 huius odore graui me paene uomendo rigaui, "I do not know if you know; but I have learned that bread made from burnt grain scarcely passes through the gullet. I almost spewed forth vomit at the acrid smell of it"
Yet neither graui nor properant is marked as a conjecture. I have not necessarily included every possible example; but it should be clear that Brial does not consistently record whether he is using a manuscript reading or his own conjecture. h is is unfortunate, because he ot en deserves credit for the intelligent solutions that he has proposed. As I have also shown, however, he not infrequently prints a text that is manifestly incorrect, and these errors ot en result from simple misreadings of the manuscript. h is is the text as it appears in Brial 1827 and Brial 1833, yet in the later edition he adds a comment noting that it should be emended to honestum ("Mendosissima lectio: scribendum profecto erat honestum "), although he still prints aeternum in the text 34 . Böhmer gives an incorrect line number (279) and uses an exclamation mark to signal that aeternum is wrong 35 . h e manuscript has the correct reading, honestum : ms 277 nil illis gratum profert facundia uatum 278 qui grandem quaestum nomenque merentur honestum.
"h e eloquence of poets of ers nothing pleasing to those who deserve great riches and an honoured name."
Errors found both in Brial's editions and in Wright's edition
h ere are times when neither the manuscript nor Wright nor Brial provides an acceptable reading.
(i)
At line 322 the manuscript (followed by Wright) provides an unmetrical text:
-⏑ -ms 322 pecte si leni i eret prece uatis egeni, 323 non tot ei grates deberet reddere uates; He is indeed correct, since puta could not scan in this position. He presumably takes pŭta to be an imperative from the verb puto with the meaning "think, consider". h e reading of the manuscript is no better ( pecte "comb", as in "comb your hair", an imperative from pecto ). Böhmer notes (with his customary exclamation mark) that Brial's deberent (for which the manuscript has the correct reading, deberet ) and puta are incorrect; he suggests pectore for 34. Brial 1833 , p. xcvi. 35. Böhmer 1897 . " Videtur hic mendum aliquod irrepsisse ." ( Brial 1833, p. xcvii 320 et tamen est unus, cui magnum debeo munus: 321 nam mihi sponte dedit, quod honestum mens mea credit. 322 pectore si leni i eret prece uatis egeni, 323 non tot ei grates deberet reddere uates: 324 non gratis dantur, prece munera si qua parantur.
"And there is however one person to whom I owe a great service, because he gave things to me of his own accord: that is something I consider honourable. If it were being done with a gentle heart at the request of a poor poet, the poet would not owe him so much gratitude: git s are not given for nothing, if they are in any way obtained by request."
(ii)
At line 333 the manuscript (followed by Brial and Wright) He then makes a rather strange comment: " Forsan laudi , nisi de industria auctor consonantiam hic imperfectam reliquerit " 43 . Brial is therefore suggesting that leni should be emended to make it rhyme with rudi , even though elsewhere in this poem au only ever rhymes with au , and even though rudi is a conjecture itself. Böhmer suggests ludi , which is similarly unlikely 44 . I suspect that leni is correct and that the problem is with the text surrounding pleni . We can at least discount the possibility that this line did not contain a rhyme when it was composed. Every single line in the poem follows the same pattern; the only lines without a rhyme are not really exceptions, since they are merely corrupt. h e general meaning of the passage seems to be as follows: 149 uexabit multum, grandem factura tumultum.
"h en so many excellent people will sing wondrous hymns, and the halls will resound in a new manner, †ringing with loud noise rather than pleasant music. † h e voices of these people will greatly annoy the ears of the almighty Father and make a huge uproar."
Conclusion
Rigg noted some time ago that the absence of editions for some Medieval Latin authors is ot en not as problematic as the quality of the editions that have been produced 45 . In the case of this poem, correct readings are to be found interspersed between the manuscript, several editions and Böhmer's article. h is means that any one of these sources is frustratingly riddled with mistakes. h e errors in previous editions and the manuscript are perhaps not always of great importance for the understanding of Serlo's poem on the capture of Bayeux, but there are practical reasons for wanting to highlight and eliminate even the most minor mistakes. If errors in the text are let uncorrected, then scholars are in danger of basing their conclusions on a faulty text. Allowing a dubious example of elision to remain in the text risks causing scholars to draw the conclusion that such elision is acceptable in this poem and other works by Serlo. Such errors could then play a part in discussions of whether a certain text is to be attributed to Serlo on stylistic grounds. h e study of Serlo's poetry has been hindered by the lack of published translations and commentaries for the majority of the poems attributed to him. A new edition, founded on a thorough reappraisal of the Latin texts in question, would not only make Serlo accessible to a far wider audience but also provide a useful resource for those already acquainted with his work.
